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THE PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY GOVERNMENT
Office of Audits and Investigations

May 3, 2018

The County Council and County Executive
of Prince George’s County, Maryland

Council Resolution 51-1991, adopted June 25, 1991, requires the Office of Audits and
Investigations to perform random financial audits of grants and transfer payments appropriated in the
Non-Departmental section of the County’s annual current expense budget.

We have examined the books and records of FAMILY CRISIS CENTER OF PRINCE
GEORGE’S COUNTY, INC. for the period July 1, 2015 through January 31, 2018. Our
examination included such tests of the accounting records and such other auditing procedures as we
considered necessary under the circumstances.

We noted several matters involving the Prince George’s County grant to Family Crisis
Center. As a result, we were unable to determine whether the County grant funds were used only for
its intended purpose. These matters are described in the Findings, Comments, and Recommendations
section of this report.

This report, in our opinion, fulfills the requirements of Council Resolution 51-1991

concerning random financial audits of grants and transfer payments made pursuant to the Non-

Departmental section of the Prince George’s County, Maryland, fiscal years 2016, 2017, and 2018

=

David H. Van Dyke, CPA, CIA, CFE
County Auditor

Approved Current Expense Budgets.

Turkessa M. Green, CPA, CIA, CISA
Deputy County Auditor

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive, Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772
VOICE (301) 952-3431; FAX (301) 780-2097; TDD (301) 925-5167
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The 11yCr151s Center Prince George’s ounty, Inc. (“Family Crisis Center” or FC”)
received a total of $2.3 million in grant funds from the Prince George’s County Government
between FY 2014 and FY 2018. During our audit, we noted several matters involving the grants

provided to FCC. A summary of these issues is provided below. Details of the matters noted
can be found in the following report.

e Basic internal controls, such as maintaining updated written procedures and appropriate

documentation, and supervisory review and approval of expenses prior to payment were
lacking.

e The Family Crisis Center lacked an active and involved Board of Directors. The Board

members are not fully aware of its responsibility for setting policy and for the financial
sustainability of the organization.

e There is a lack of segregation of duties (the former Executive Director made many major
decisions without Board approval and was the only signor on agreements, contractual
obligations and checks for the organization). Additionally, human resources and payroll
functions, and bookkeeping and reconciliation functions were not properly segregated.

e The Family Crisis Center did not maintain adequate financial records. Key financial
documents (i.e. the income statement, balance sheet, budget reports, and annual financial
statements) were not prepared and maintained by the organization consistently and
presented to the Board of Directors on a timely basis.

¢ Control weaknesses in the area of human resource management exists, such as
undocumented salary rates and salary enhancements, increases in salary not properly
supported by written performance evaluations, evidence of criminal background checks
were not maintained in the personnel files, and the written procedures related to
personnel and payroll were outdated.

e Adequate documentation was not maintained for the operating expenses reviewed (i.e.

documented business purpose, copies of checks written, receipts, reimbursement request
forms, etc.)

e The organization’s core mission, providing emergency shelter for domestic violence
victims, had not received adequate attention and dedicated funding for maintenance,
repairs, and operations during the period under review. Furthermore, we noted that the
documented grievance process was not clearly communicated to shelter residents.

e Expansion of services provided by FCC were made, despite challenges and concerns
about the organization’s ability to operate the emergency shelter and its ability to
continue as a going concern.

e Program Monitors identified multiple issues during routine site visits to the emergency
shelter that required action by the FCC. Documentation to support follow-up site visits

conducted by the Department of Family Services (DFS) could not be located in the grant
files.
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The major areas of concern require further investigation by the County Government and
remedial action by the organization. The following recommendations are discussed in the report:

Require the Family Crisis Center of Prince George’s County, Inc. to demonstrate the

existence of a sound accounting and internal control system, prior to distributing any
additional grant awards.

The Family Crisis Center’s Board of Directors should be evaluated and strengthen to
ensure the Board can provide the appropriate oversight of the organization.

The Family Crisis Center should take the necessary steps to ensure that a sound
accounting and internal control system is in place to properly account for grant funds.

The Family Crisis Center should engage an independent Certified Public Accountant in
good standing to perform financial statement audits for FY 2016 and FY 2017.

The Family Crisis Center should disallow the practice of advancing payroll or develop

policies and procedures in place to govern this process, if it determines this practice
should continue.

The Family Crisis Center should seek to secure the fiscal resources necessary to fulfill its
core mission.

The Family Crisis Center should prioritize the services that it can provide, particularly
services that expand beyond the organization’s core mission.

The Family Crisis Center should ensure that its documented grievance process is clearly
communicated to clients and that the organization has a documented method for tracking
and resolving concerns.

To ensure more effective monitoring, the Department of Family Services should conduct
timely follow-ups to routine site visits to ensure deficiencies noted are addressed and a
plan is made to prevent similar issues from reoccurring. Follow-up visits should be
clearly documented in a written report to the FCC and copies of all reports should be
maintained in the grant file. Site visit reports can be further enhanced by including dated
photographs of the noted deficiencies. Additionally, DFS should consider more forceful
action (i.e. more frequent site visits, escalation of communication to those in a position to
implement change, and/or withholding, delaying, or reducing grant payments) if reported
issues continue to remain unresolved.
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Auditor and Nana K. Boadu, Auditor — who contributed to the findings, comments, and
recommendations presented in this audit report.
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Family Crisis Center of Prince George’s County, Inc.

BACKGROUND

The Family Crisis Center of Prince George’s County, Inc. (“Family Crisis Center” or “FCC”) is
a 501 (c)(3) that was established in 1981 to provide emergency shelter to families fleeing
domestic abuse. The organization, which is located in Brentwood, MD, has since expanded to
provide other services that help survivors heal and establish an abuse free life. The
organization’s mission is to promote and facilitate the elimination of domestic violence by
providing counseling, education, and support services to men, women, and children.

The core programs offered by FCC are a 24-Hour Crisis Prevention Hotline, Safe Passage

Emergency Shelter (SPES), Lethality Assessment Program (LAP), and Family Violence
Intervention Clinic (FAMVIC).

The 24-Hour Crisis Prevention Hotline is the first point of contact to FCC for individuals looking
for help, support, or information. The staff is available to help individuals in crisis discover the

skills and resources that they need to allow them to develop solutions to maximize self-
sufficiency.

SPES provides housing for people escaping domestic abuse situations. Trained staff and
clinicians provide individual and group counseling, case management and other supportive
services to empower individuals to become self-sufficient.

The LAP seeks to prevent domestic violence homicides, serious injury, and re-assault by
encouraging more victims to use the support and shelter services. The program is performed in
partnership with the Maryland Network Against Domestic Violence, the Prince George’s County

Police Department, the Prince George’s County Office of the Sheriff, and various municipal law
enforcement agencies.

FAMVIC offers services that are designed to ultimately end abuse in intimate relationships.
Intensive individual and group therapy sessions are offered to both victims and abusers, in
English and Spanish. The programs offered include Survivor’s Program, Abuser Intervention
Program, Anger Management Program, and Programa de Services en Langley Park.

FCC is governed by a board of volunteer directors who serve without compensation. The Board
of Directors has the authority to establish and execute any financial policies it deems to be in the
best interest of the organization.

FUNDING

The Family Crisis Center is primarily funded by government (Federal, State, and Local) grants.
In FY 2018, the FCC anticipated receiving 93% of its revenue from these sources. Federal grant
awards, which comprise almost 60% of the organization’s total funding, are administered to the
FCC by the State of Maryland. The FCC also provides certain programs and services within the
scope of its mission, for a fee, and receives donations and contributions to support its operations.

See the allocation of the organization’s total funding, by source, for the last five years in Exhibits
1 and 2 on the following page.
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diL FY18 FY18 5-Year

Funding Source kY14 FKY15 FY16 FY17 (Proj.) (%) Total
Federal/State $600,973 $449.810 $453,512 $487,704 $929.328 59% $2,921,328
County - DFS (DV Fund) 341,401 340,000 340,000 385,060 385,000 24% $1,791,461
County - DFS (Children,
Youth, Families Division) - - - 21,221 - 0% $21,221
County - Council Grants 77,000 82,500 50,000 110,000 158,630 10% $478,130
Fees for Services 41,550 52,764 59,562 71,047 54398 3% $279,321
Donations/Contributions 250,749 376,673 41,374 16,481 49,879 3% $735,156
Fundraising/Other 19,695 7,965 1,653 8,328 6,791 0% $44.432

Total Revenue $ 1,331,368 § 1,309,712 $ 946,100 $ 1,099,842 $ 1,584,027 $ 6,271,049
Audited Financial Statements (FY14 and FYI5)
Unaudited Financial Statements (FY16 and FY17)
Y18 Budget

(Exhibit 1)
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(Exhibit 2)

The Prince George’s County Department of Family Services (DFS) manages the Domestic
Violence Fund — a special revenue fund primarily supported by the State imposed marriage
license fee. According to Md. FAMILY LAW Code Ann. § 2-404, a fee of $10 is charged by
county governments for a marriage license. However, the law allows the Prince George’s
County Council to impose an additional fee of up to $60 “for battered spouse shelters and
domestic violence programs”. The majority of the revenue in the Domestic Violence Fund is
allocated to the Family Crisis Center annually to operate the County’s only domestic violence
shelter and to provide counseling for domestic violence victims, their children, and the abusers.

The DFS provided a total of $1.8 million to the Family Crisis Center over the last five fiscal
years (See Exhibit 1).

The Prince George’s County Government’s Non-Departmental budget includes funds to fulfill
grant requests received from County non-profit organizations. In 2016 and 2017, the Family
Crisis Center submitted grant applications to the Prince George’s County Council’s Grant
Coordinator requesting several grants ranging from $50,000 to $108,630, to support its non-
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profit operations, as well as to expand its services and begin operating a facility in the southern
region of the County.

The Prince George’s County Council awarded nine (9) grants totaling $478,130 to the Family
Crisis Center during the fiscal years 2014 through 2018. (Note that the scope of our audit only
included a detailed review of FY 2016 through FY 2018 grant activity.) These grants were issued
to FCC as shown 1n Exhibit 3 below.

-~ Dat Ao 4

| FY14 $75,000 Non-Departmental 1

L ~ Fyl14 $2,000 Special Appropriation
FY15 $75,000 Non-Departmental |
FY15 $7,500  Special Appropriation
FY16 $50,000 Non-Departmental
FY17 $60,000 Non-Departmental _
FY17 -$50,000 Domestic Violence Grant ‘
FY18 $50,000 Non-Departmental |
FY18 $108,630 Domestic Violence Grant |

Total - $478,130 J

(Exhibit 3)

OBJECTIVE., SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The objectives of our audit were to: (a) assess the adequacy of the system of internal and
management controls over grant funds received and expended; (b) assess whether grant related
transactions occurred in a manner consistent with FCC’s grant request application and other
generally accepted business practices; and (c) identify factors inhibiting satisfactory performance

in these areas, and make recommendations to protect the County’s interest concerning the grant
funds.

Our scope included all transactions related to the receipt and disbursement of the total grant
funds received from the County Council and Department of Family Services between July 2015
and January 2018 (a total of $1,378,630).

The criteria used to evaluate the audit evidence gathered included:
¢ The grant request applications submitted by the Family Crisis Center;
¢ Grant agreements between the Department of Family Services and FCC;
¢ The United States General Accountability Office standards for internal control
publication (GAO/AIMD-00-21.3.1); and
¢ Standards for Excellence: An Ethics and Accountability Code for the Nonprofit Sector.

Our audit included interviews with key personnel of FCC and DFS, a review of FCC by-laws
and established policies and procedures, and detailed tests including:

¢ An examination of the organization’s monthly bank statements and the related
transactions (July 2015 through January 2018);

¢ A review of available disbursement documentation;

A review of available payroll documentation;

¢ A review of minutes for meetings held by the Board of Directors; and

*
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¢ A review of established performance measures and related reports.

The majority of our field work related to the audit was completed on March 16, 2018.

FINDINGS, COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

INTERNAL CONTROLS AND THE CONTROL ENVIRONMENT

An organization’s control environment should establish the overall tone, awareness, and actions
of the board of directors, management, and staff, concerning the importance of internal controls
and its role in the organization. In an organization with a good internal control environment,
responsibilities are clearly defined and authority is assigned to specific individuals to permit
identification of whether persons are acting within the scope of their authority.

Auditing standards define internal controls as a process designed to provide reasonable assurance
that entity objectives will be achieved, including the objectives of reliable financial reporting,
compliance with applicable laws, and the effectiveness and efficiency of the organization’s
service delivery processes. The primary function of internal controls is to provide assurance that
errors and irregularities may be discovered with reasonable promptness. When an organization

does not have a good system of internal controls, it is difficult to determine that all transactions
have been properly recorded.

Our review revealed that basic internal controls, such as updated policies and procedures,
maintaining appropriate documentation, supervisory review and approval, etc. which serve as
“checks and balances” were lacking within the organization. Although the Family Crisis Center
had a formal accounting system in place (utilizing QuickBooks), we noted that the organization
did not follow consistent accounting practices. The written procedures in place outlining the
organization’s financial practices and policies had not been updated since 2010. Written policies
and procedures for personnel and the management of the shelter were also outdated (last updated
October 2011 and November 2015, respectively). The Standards for Excellence: An Ethics and
Accountability Code for the Nonprofit Sector (“Standards for Excellence”) states that the Board
of Directors should “establish and periodically review the bylaws and policies to ensure the
effective governance and management” of the organization.

Additionally, we noted that copies of the monthly bank statements for all of the operating
accounts maintained by FCC were not retained, in accordance with the organization’s
documented record retention policy. Furthermore, bank reconciliations were not performed on a
monthly basis (within 30 days of the end of the month), and reconciling items were not resolved
in a timely manner. Reconciliations provided to A&l for review had unexplained differences
ranging from $30 to $444,947. FCC staff reported that the unexplained differences were a result

of information input into the accounting system in the years prior to the current Accounting
Manager’s tenure.

Bank reconciliations are an important process designed to uncover any old outstanding checks or
deposits that need to be researched. It’s also an important tool to help monitor the organization’s
cash flow, as your accounting records are likely up to date if monthly reconciliations are
performed and reconciling differences are resolved in a timely manner. Ongoing monitoring in
the course of operations, which includes supervisory review of reconciliations and other financial
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documents, is also important to assess the quality of financial information provided to
Management, the Board, and other stakeholders.

The written policies and procedures provided to A&l during our review required reconciliations
to be performed monthly and reviewed by the Board of Directors periodically. A Business
Record Retention Schedule is also included in the policies and procedures, which requires the
organization to retain bank statements and reconciliations for three years. The 2010 policies and
procedures also require written requests and approval of expenditures prior to disbursement of
funds. Good business practices also recommend monthly reconciliations, supervisory review to

ensure accuracy and appropriateness of financial activity, and retention of financial records for at
least three years.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND CORE MISSION

Discussions held with current and former members of the Board of Directors, and a review of the
minutes from the meetings held by the Board revealed the following areas of concern.

e Board members are not fully aware of its responsibility for setting policy and for the
financial sustainability of the organization;

e The Family Crisis Center lacked an active and involved Board of Directors;

e Board members did not receive regular financial information as requested; and

e FCC expansion of the type of services it provides to domestic violence victims over the
years was made at the expense of its core mission.

Although the Family Crisis Center has an existing Board of seven (7) members (as of March 15,
2018), the organization experienced significant turnover of Board members during the period
under review. Based on a review of the list of Board members provided for each fiscal year
under review, a total of 16 different Board members served in FY 2016, FY 2017, and FY 2018.
Additionally, based on discussions held with Board members, it appeared that the oversight of
the Board was lacking. The former Executive Director of the Family Crisis Center was primarily
responsible for making decisions for the organization, and made major decisions regarding the
use of funds and the future operations of the organization, even when the Board disapproved.

Although the Board continued to request financial information — the budget, cash flow
statements, statement of assets, balance sheet, income and loss statements, and bank
reconciliations — these pertinent documents were not provided to the Board prior to its monthly
meetings, as requested. The Board also inquired about issues at the shelter, meeting key
personnel within the organization, the former Executive Director’s job responsibilities, and many
decisions made by the former Executive Director (including the firing of key personnel and the
purpose of “extravagant” celebrations) but did not receive adequate responses to their questions.
It appeared the Board of Directors did not exercise its full authority over the organization and did
not always hold the former Executive Director accountable for her actions, or lack thereof.

It also appears, based on a review of the financials and discussions with Board members, that the
core mission of the organization has received less focus than initially intended by the founders of
the Family Crisis Center. Since its inception, the scope of services provided by the organization
has expanded to include wrap around services to both survivors and perpetrators of domestic
violence. As a result, stakeholders (Board members, Community members, domestic violence
survivors, etc.) have questioned FCC’s dedication to addressing the original need — providing a
place for women and children to go to flee from domestic violence.
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According to the Standards for Excellence, a nonprofit should have a well-defined mission and
programs that effectively and efficiently work toward that mission. The Standards for
Excellence further state that the Board is responsible for ensuring that resources (financial and
human capital) are used to carry out the mission of the organization.

SEGREGATION OF DUTIES

We noted that there was no segregation of duties regarding the handling of disbursements. The
former Executive Director was the sole individual responsible for authorizing transactions and
signing all checks, regardless of the amount of the transaction. We noted that checks for as
much as $17,257 had been written by the former Executive Director during the period under
review. We also noted that there were eight checks totaling $24,967 written to and signed by the

former Executive Director during the audit period. (See the Personnel section of this report for
more details.)

Inquiries of FCC staff revealed that the former Executive Director also had access to the
organization’s online QuickBooks and banking accounts. During the course of our audit, we
verified that current access to the QuickBooks account is limited to the Accounting Manager and

the auditor (limited access). Access to the online banking account is currently limited to the
Accounting Manager.

During our review we also noted that the same individual responsible for entering and updating
employee information in the organization’s human resources system is also responsible for
approving payroll and submitting the information to ADP for processing. Furthermore, the
individual responsible for entering accounting transactions into QuickBooks is also the same
individual responsible for reconciling the bank and accounting records.

Ideally, the organization’s financial duties and other areas that deal with sensitive or valuable
data should be distributed among multiple people to help protect the organization from errors,
fraud, and waste of fiscal resources. For example, the employee record-keeping function
(obtaining the names, addresses, salary, direct deposit information, etc. for all employees) should
be separated from the payroll process, and check signers should not be involved in approving
expenses or recording transactions into the accounting system. For smaller organizations that
may not have enough personnel for a proper separation of duties, someone independent of these

functions should review/reconcile posted transactions regularly, adding to the system of checks
and balances.

Furthermore, access to the organization’s information systems should be limited in order to
reduce the risk of unauthorized transactions.

KEY FINANCIAL RECORDS

The grant awarded to the Family Crisis Center from the County’s Department of Family
Services, includes funding to hire an accountant and a bookkeeper (position currently vacant) to
maintain the financial records for the organization. FCC also contracted an accountant to

prepare its annual Federal Income Tax Form 990 and an independent auditor to conduct its
financial statement audits.
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We independently obtained and reviewed the Federal Form 990 for the years 2015 and 2016,

compared the Form 990s to the organization’s financial records, and noted no exceptions in the
information reported.

We requested copies of the most recent financial audit reports and noted that the last audit
conducted was for FY 2015. A draft of the FY 2015 audit report (a signed copy of the report
could not be located by the organization and was not provided by the external auditor as
requested) revealed that the organization experienced recurring operational losses, raising
substantial doubt about its ability to continue as a going concern. Payments totaling $5,500 were
made to the audit firm for the completion of the FY 2015 audit.

At the time of this report audits for FY 2016 and FY 2017 had not been performed. A payment
in the amount of $2,750 was made in December 2017 to retain the firm’s services for the FY
2016 financial statement audit. We also noted that the independent auditor hired to perform the
financial statement audits was not licensed to practice as a Certified Public Accountant (CPA) in
the State of Maryland as of August 2016. According to the organization’s policies and
procedures, a financial statement audit is required to be performed and a final report issued by
November 1 following the end of the fiscal year. Furthermore, nonprofit organizations in the

State of Maryland with annual revenue in excess of $500,000 are required to have their annual
financial statements audited by a CPA.

During our audit we experienced significant delays in getting critical financial information, such
as bank statements, reconciliations, and financial reports to perform our audit. FCC staff
reported that many documents could not be located and that they were not sure where the former
Executive Director maintained documents for the organization. Our review of the minutes of the
meetings held by the Board of Directors also revealed concerns regarding “sloppy” or inadequate

bookkeeping, which the external auditor reported as one reason for the delays in completing the
financial statement audits in prior years.

CASH RECEIPTS

We confirmed that County Council grant funds awarded to the Family Crisis Center were
primarily deposited into the organization’s SunTrust operating bank account. Two grant awards
made during the audit period totaling $110,000 were deposited into another operating account
once maintained by FCC. However we were not able to verify the deposits since all of the bank
statements for that account were not provided for our review. We also noted that one grant
award in the amount of $50,000 was improperly classified as “Contributions” in the
organization’s accounting system.

As previously reported, in addition to the grant funds that it received from the Prince George’s
County Council, FCC also received revenue from the Department of Family Services’ grant
funds, Federal grant funds, donations, and client fees for counseling services provided.

Schedule 1 includes the categories of revenues reported by the organization for fiscal years
2016, 2017, and FY 2018 (YTD).
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CasH DISBURSEMENTS

The written procedures regarding the processing of cash disbursements had not been reviewed
and approved by the Board of Directors since 2010, hence FCC staff relied on the guidance of
the former Executive Director when processing expenditure payments. From July 2015 through

June 2017, FCC incurred expenses totaling $2.3 million. Schedule 1 includes the categories of
expenses reported by FCC.

When payments for operating expenditures are made, the disbursement may be allocated
between the various grants that it receives from the County and the Federal government. Based
on our discussion with FCC staff we learned that the method for allocating the operating
expenses between grants is not consistent. If funds are available within one grant budget or
another, the organization may file a claim for disbursement from the grantee in any given month.

On the other hand, payroll costs for individual employees, which account for 64% of the

organization’s total budget, are not split between grants when claiming reimbursement from the
grantees. Shelter staff members are paid through one of the Federal grants awarded to the FCC,
while FAMVIC and administrative staff (i.e. the Executive Director, Accounting Manager, and

the Executive Assistant) are paid through the grant funds provided by the County’s Department
of Family Services.

During the course of the audit, we reviewed all of the disbursements recorded in the check
register and related bank statements from July 2015 through January 2018, compiled transactions
into an Access database, performed data analysis to identify anomalies in expenditure
transactions, and selected a sample of 40 operating expenses and 19 payroll transactions for
testing. In determining our audit coverage, consideration was given to the fact that the State of

Maryland recently conducted an audit of grant expenditures related to the Federal grants awarded
to FCC.

For the sample of expenditures selected, documentation to support the transactions was requested
to ensure that expenditures fell within the parameters of the organization’s core mission and the
County’s allowable expenditures. For the sample of payroll transactions selected, payroll
reports, time and attendance records, tax forms, and personnel files for a sample of employees
were reviewed to determine the accuracy of the payroll transactions. Upon examination of the

documents provided for the sample of transactions selected for testing, we noted various areas of
concern.

Areas of Concern

Personnel

During the course of our review, we determined that the former Executive Director was signing
checks, including payroll checks and one payroll advance, written to her. The payroll advance
was authorized by the former Executive Director, not the Board of Directors.

FCC staff reported that the former Executive Director was the only person signing checks for the
organization, regardless of the amount. However, the organization’s written policies and
procedures require checks written to the Executive Director to be signed by an authorized
member of the Board of Directors. Checks over $1,500 also require the signature of an
authorized Board Member. Based on a review of the check register provided, we noted that the
former Executive Director signed nine (9) checks made out in her name, totaling $24,967, from
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July 2015 through December 2017. We noted a total of 172 checks that exceeded $1,500 were
written on behalf of FCC during the period under review.

Additionally, we noted that a disbursement in our sample was a payroll advance in the amount of
$1,700 payable to another employee, with an agreed upon repayment schedule. However, we did
not see the repayments deducted from subsequent paychecks for the employee and was not able
to determine if the advance was repaid. We also noted that a check in our sample in the amount
of $300 was written to the same employee as prepayment for shelter expenses. However,
receipts for purchases made were not provided to Accounting to document the shelter expenses.
A total of 22 non-payroll checks totaling $10,267 were written to the employee during the period
under review for various shelter expenses (groceries, supplies, clothing, etc.). With the
exception of the check noted above, these items were not included in our sample for testing,
therefore we were not able to determine the nature of the expenses.

We also reviewed a sample of payroll expenses and personnel files and noted the following:
e Personnel files did not contain evidence (signed offer letters) of authorized salaries for
five (5) out of 15 employees reviewed;

e Personnel files did not include evidence of required background checks for seven (7) out
of 15 employees reviewed,

e Personnel files did not include written performance evaluations or documentation of an
authorized change in pay rate to support two salary increases during the period under
review for the former Executive Director.

e Written documentation to support the salary increases made during the period under
review for three other employees was also not documented in the personnel files. FCC
staff reported that changes in salary rates were usually communicated by email from the
former Executive Director.

e Personnel files did not contain pertinent employment documentation or could not be
located for our review for two (2) out of 15 employees reviewed, including the former
Executive Director.

e Gross Wages per the 2017 W2 for the former Executive Director did not include her final
pay (issued on 12/21/17 as a manual paycheck). The final paycheck was subsequently
included in the payroll report for the following pay period. As a result, FCC will issue an
IRS Form 1099-MISC to the employee for the 2018 tax year to report this payment.

Operating Expenditures

During the course of the review, we categorized each expenditure into the following three
classifications: allowable, questionable, or unallowable. We defined allowable costs as being
consistent with the organization’s mission and purpose of the grant, as well as having the
appropriate supporting documentation. Questionable costs are defined as expenditures that may
have been somewhat related to the organization’s mission or purpose of the grant but had
unacceptable supporting documentation or no documentation at all. Any checks (non-payroll)
written out to the Executive Director or an employee were also deemed questionable.
Unallowable costs are defined as expenditures that were not related to the mission of the
organization or purpose of the grant and/or appeared inappropriate.
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e Inadequate Documentation: The majority of the expenses reviewed did not clearly state
the business purpose. Hence, verbal inquiries of the Accounting Manager about the
nature of the transactions were used to determine whether the selected expense was
allowable by the County grants. Check copies were not maintained with the expenditure
packages, and in some instances contracts, invoices, expense reimbursement requests,
etc., were not filed in the accounting office and could not be readily located. When we
inquired about the missing documentation, representatives of the organization reported
that they did not know where the former Executive Director maintained the information.

We determined the following regarding supporting documentation for our sample (See

Exhibit 4):
Documentation Type Amount #of Sample Items Rercentage
(of $ Sampled)

Questionable 26%

No documentation $ 8,765 9

Insufficient documentation 20,555 6
Allowable 80,591 25 72%
Unallowable 2,187 2 2%

Total $ 112,097 40 A
(Exhibit 4)

e Included in the “Unallowable” category above, we identified one purchase, an Apple
1Pad, in the amount of $487 that was made in April 2017 to support FCC’s outreach
efforts. FCC staff reported that the device was primarily used at its outreach events to
allow electronic sign-up by participants. During our review, we attempted to locate the
device and was informed that staff did not know where the iPad was. FCC staff reported
that the last time they had seen the device was with the former Executive Director at a
December 2017 meeting of the Board of Directors.

e Also included in the “Unallowable” category above, is the payroll advance in the amount

of $1,700 made to the employee that was not repaid. (See Personnel section of this
report for more details.)

e Unauthorized Contracts: We noted that contractual agreements, including the lease for
the expansion into the southern region of the County, were signed by the former
Executive Director. However, according to the organization’s by-laws, all contracts and

agreements in the name of FCC must be approved by the Board (as evidenced by the
President’s signature).

e Lack of Supervisory Review — During our review of expenditures we noted that invoices
were not reviewed and approved (as documented by signature and approval date) by the
department heads, several expenditures could not be identified by FCC staff, and
incorrect invoice amounts were paid. The lack of oversight is likely the result of not
having clear policies and procedures in place for processing disbursements.
Accountability for purchases made on behalf of the organization ensures that the
appropriate FCC personnel authorize, review, and approve invoices for payment based on
approved budgets, signed agreements, contract terms, etc.

e Debit Card Usage — During our audit we also learned that the debit card (or associated
card number) for the organization’s operating checking account was being used by three
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staff members of the organization. The former Executive Director (and now the Interim
Executive Director) had possession of the card, while two other employees made
purchases online for the organization using the card number. After charges are incurred
on the account, the employees are responsible for providing Accounting with receipts to
support the purchases. This practice was not performed consistently, making it difficult
to monitor/control purchases made on behalf of the organization. Furthermore, this
practice does not require prior approval for purchases, timely submission of receipts for
review and posting into the Accounting system, or a consistent format to ensure adequate
documentation to support the business purchases are provided.

We identified one unexplained purchase in our sample in the amount of $777 that was
made in April 2017 with the debit card. Current FCC staff could not locate
documentation to support the expense, were not aware of the purpose for the purchase,
and concluded that the purchase must have been made by a former employee who also
had access to the card number. Policies should be in place that determine to whom cards
will be issued and for what purpose, require the appropriate authorization prior to
purchase, places limits for purchases made with the debit card, requires that receipts to
support purchases be submitted in a timely manner, and requires that reconciliation of the
bank account occur regularly to ensure expenditures are appropriate, properly supported,
and accurately recorded in the accounting system.

e Inappropriate Use of FCC Assets: During our review we learned that a donated vehicle, a
white Chevrolet Equinox, received in January 2017 had not been registered with the
Motor Vehicle Administration (MVA) by the organization at the time it was donated.
The organization also owns another vehicle (white Honda Odyssey) which was registered
and for which insurance was being paid, but the van was inoperable. FCC staff stated,
per the former Shelter Manager, that the donated vehicle was also not operable. It was
later revealed that the Shelter Manager was driving the donated vehicle with tags from
her personal vehicle (same make and model). As a result, the employee was terminated
in November 2017. We confirmed during our audit that both vehicles are currently
parked at the shelter. FCC staff reported that they are working to properly register and
title the operable vehicle with the MVA.

e Entertainment/Special Events — FCC expenses for FY 2016 through FY 2018 (YTD)
mclude expenses identified as Entertainment and/or Event expenditures (see Exhibit 5
below). Based on discussions with the Board, the special events were believed to be
fundraising events for the organization. However, budget details and the amount of funds
raised from the events were not provided to the Board when requested. Members of the
Board thought the events were “extravagant” and the costs unnecessary given the
organization’s ongoing financial troubles. Details of the Special Event revenues and
expenses recorded in FCC’s financial system (unaudited) are provided below.

Category FYI6 FY17 FYI18 (YTD)
Revenue
Sﬁecial Event Ticket Sales b 1,653 | % 3,020 | § 2,636
Expenses
Entertainment $ (L7718 (8741) |8 (450)
Event 3 - 1% (1.054) ]38 (18,797)
Total $ (1L771) $  (9.795) § (19,247)

(Exhibit 5)
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e Inconsistent Cost Allocation — As previously reported, disbursements for operating
expenses may be allocated between the various grants awarded to FCC and the method
for allocating the operating expenses between grants is not consistent. The basis for cost
allocation of operating expenses incurred by the organization should be clearly
documented. Fiscal policies should define the costs that are typically allocated and how
they are calculated to ensure consistency from month to month.

OTHER ISSUES

Emergency Shelter

The Family Crisis Center’s core mission is to provide an emergency shelter for women and
children fleeing from domestic violence. At the Safe Passage Emergency Shelter (SPES),
women are provided with more than beds, meals, and laundry facilities. Case managers work
with shelter residents to identify the family’s needs, provide group and individual counseling to
shelter residents, and work with shelter residents to develop a plan for continued support beyond
their stay at the shelter. The organization’s goal is to provide shelter residents immediate shelter
and access to the resources needed to allow them to leave the shelter within 97 days.

As previously reported, the organization has operated for years in a deficit and is struggling
financially to keep the emergency shelter open. Based on our review of the organization’s
unaudited financial information, the following costs to operate the shelter were reported:

Expense Category FYI6 FYI7 (As 0;;;38”] 8)

Personnel - Safe Passage $ 385741 | § 433425| % 167,992
Operating Expenses - S afe Passage
Shelter - Program Exp enses 57,045 657175 21,098
Repairs/M aintenance 33,012 9,096 17,898
Insurance 14,940 6,645 -
Security 12,495 45,395 32,205
Equipment Rental 6,631 2,429 -
Consulting/Professional Fees 14,859 18,516 5,625
Office Expense 6,611 3,723 -
Telephone 2,084 1,245 3,796
Alarm 10,478 7,212 2,081
Advertising/M arketing 4,634 1,747 =
Other 9.471 4,364 -
Property Tax 627 388 123
Total Operating Expenses 172,887 166,535 82,827

TOTAL EXPENS ES $ 558,628 % 599,961 $ 250,819

(Exhibit 6)

Given the numerous issues addressed throughout this report and the significant number of
expenses classified as “Unspecified” in the organization’s accounting system, we are not able to
determine the actual annual cost required to operate the SPES.
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During our review, we also inquired about the organization’s process of tracking and resolving
1ssues/concerns that residents or participants of its programs have experienced with the services
(including shelter conditions) provided. We noted that the FCC’s Client Grievance Procedure
was not documented in the Resident and Communal Living Guide provided to clients during
intake. The organization also did not have a documented process in place to track reported

issues, concerns, etc. and to prohibit retaliation against persons reporting known or alleged issues
or improprieties.

South Clinic Expansion

Grant funding in the amount of $108,630 was provided by the County Council in October 2017
to support the expansion of services provided by the Family Crisis Center into the County’s
southern region. In its grant application the organization reported that the overall goal of this
location, the Family Crisis Center of Prince George’s County Safe Clinic — South (FSCS), would
be to provide access to services including lethality assessment, safety planning, group and
individual counseling, and life skills development, with emphasis on financial and professional
development. The grant requested by FCC was to fund salaries for a Service Coordinator and a

contracted licensed clinician, in addition to funding the purchase of computers, and rent,
telephone and internet service for the facility.

A review of the minutes of the Board of Directors revealed that the Board unanimously
disapproved of the organization expanding services when it continued to experience challenges
managing the emergency shelter. However, during our review we learned that the former
Executive Director signed a lease agreement with AWE-AR IVERSON MALL, LLC for
approximately 590 sq. ft. of space to expand domestic violence services in Temple Hills, without
the appropriate approval by the Board of Directors.

The two-year lease agreement, at a monthly base rate of $850, was signed on December 7, 2017.
The agreement also requires FCC to pay, as ‘Additional Rent’, an operating cost escalation (all

costs and expenses incurred by Landlord in the operation, management, repair, protection and
maintenance of the Building).

Additionally, FCC reported that funds were expended to purchase the following for the new
facility:

Description Amount Vendor
Computers/Monitors $ 2,388 TechSoup
Office Supplies 8 411 Staples
4 Chairs, mousepads, powerstrip $ 322 Amazon
Signage $ 33 VistaPrint
Total $ 3,154 2
(Exhibit 7)

Given the ongoing operational deficits experienced by FCC over the last several years, it is not
clear how funding to support ongoing operations of the FCC South facility will be obtained.
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DFS Oversight

The scope of services provided under the grant agreement between the Department of Family
Services (DFS) and the Family Crisis Center includes domestic violence counseling services and
emergency housing at the FCC’s 55-bed shelter. Other services provided under the grant

agreement, include therapeutic counseling, case management, limited transportation, advocacy,
life skills and career development.

To ensure services are provided as required, FCC must submit programmatic reports to DFS of
the status of services provided, as well as expenditure reports detailing costs incurred (in
accordance with the approved grant budget) to provide these services. Additionally, FCC is
required to participate in on-site and other program monitoring activities (scheduled or
unscheduled) as determined by the DFS Program Monitor and must submit an independent
financial audit report to DFS following the end of the fiscal year (no later than January 15%).

During our review, we obtained and reviewed a sample of programmatic reports submitted by
FCC and site visit reports prepared by DFS to ensure sufficient oversight of the Family Crisis
Center’s operation of the emergency shelter occurred, as required by the grant agreement. We
noted that monthly programmatic reports were submitted — although the reports were not always
submitted timely, as reported by the DFS Program Monitor. We also noted that all subsequent

site visits were not adequately documented in the grant files maintained by the Department of
Family Services.

Review of four (4) site visit reports and subsequent follow-up reports for the audit period (when
available) revealed that many reported deficiencies at the shelter had not been resolved and that
Program Monitors continued to report these deficiencies, such as needed paint/drywall repairs,
elevator repairs, flooring repairs, and cleanliness of the facility. Written responses to the reports
were noted in the grant files, with the promise from FCC to correct the deficiencies. Also, as
previously discussed, we requested recent financial statement audit reports and noted that the
FCC had not had financial statement audits completed for the fiscal years under review (FY 2016
and FY 2017), as required by the grant agreement.

Effective site monitoring requires follow-up to ensure that any issues identified are properly
addressed. FCC is required to respond in writing to site visit reports and provide corrective
action plans to address reported deficiencies. The agreement states that grant funds will be
released only if FCC is compliant with programmatic and all other financial reporting
requirements, and that payments may be withheld, delayed, and/or reduced pending receipt of
reports, other documents, or resolution of issues identified by the Program Monitor during a site
visit. Furthermore, according to the grant agreement, failure to address reported deficiencies
within 90 days could result in termination of the grant agreement.

We noted that all reports reviewed were addressed to the Executive Director. It is not clear
whether the ongoing issues identified in the site visit reports were communicated to other
authorities and decision makers for the organization.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The County government should require the Family Crisis Center of Prince George’s
County, Inc. to demonstrate the existence of a sound accounting and internal control
system that can properly account for funding, and can document its financial operations,
prior to distributing any additional grant awards.

2. The Family Crisis Center should evaluate and strengthen its Board of Directors to
ensure the Board can provide the appropriate oversight of the organization.

d.

An effective non-profit board should determine the mission of the organization,
establish management policies and procedures, and actively monitor the
organization’s allocation of resources to eftectively and efficiently fulfill its
mission. The Board should annually approve the organization’s budget and the
organization should be operated in accordance with this budget.

Determine the appropriate people to sit on the board including those who have
some expertise and experience working with the target population, those who
have been involved in the community, and someone connected to the local
government such as representatives of the agencies responsible for providing
services to the target population.

Based on the criteria established above, identify gaps that need to be filled so that
the Board can more effectively realize its mission.

Review and amend the by-laws to ensure there is a process in place for retiring
present Board members and nominating and electing new Board members.
Ensure that all members of the Board “buy in” to the organization’s mission,
purpose, and function.

3. Family Crisis Center should take the necessary steps to ensure that a sound accounting
and internal control system is in place to properly account for future funding that it
may receive. A strong internal control system includes:

a.

Updating Written Policies — Non-profit organizations should have current written
financial policies that address internal controls. Policies and procedures should be
approved by the Board of Directors, communicated to all applicable personnel,
and reviewed/updated periodically.

Segregating key financial duties including authorization, custody, record keeping
and reconciliation. It is ideal to arrange the work load so that no one person
handles more than one type of function.

Maintaining appropriate documentation to support revenue and expenditure
transactions, including but not limited to bank statements, check copies, signed
employment agreements, signed contract agreements, signed loan agreements,
receipts for travel and entertainment expenses, detail information regarding
individual and corporate donor payments and other funds received.
Documentation should be maintained for a period of at least three years after the
tax return is filed, in accordance with IRS guidelines.

Financial Reporting — A non-profit organization should create and maintain
reports on a timely basis that accurately reflect the financial activity of the
organization. Internal financial statements should be prepared at least quarterly,
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should be provided to the Board of Directors, and should identify and explain any
material variation between actual and budgeted revenues and expenses.

e. Debit Card Usage — The use of debit (or credit) cards should be controlled to
decrease the possibility that the cards will be used for improper purchases. The
organization should limit the number of debit card users and set written policies
regarding their use. Statements should be reviewed by someone other than the
card users and the reviewer should confirm that each charge is supported by a
receipt and documentation of the business purpose of the expense.

4. Family Crisis Center should have financial statement audits performed by an
independent Certified Public Accountant in good standing for FY 2016 and FY 2017.
The Board should hire the auditor, should approve the audited financial statements, and
should receive a copy of the management letter (if any). Additionally, the Board should
monitor the implementation of any audit recommendations made.

5. The Board of Directors should disallow the practice of advancing payroll to
employees. If the Board determines that this practice should continue, it should develop
and implement a payroll advance policy that clearly states that the amount of money
advanced to an employee will be deducted from the next paycheck. The policy should
also include a provision for recovery of the money if the employee should leave the
organization, such as a deduction from the final pay.

6. To ensure financial sustainability, the Board of Directors for the Family Crisis Center
should seek to secure the fiscal resources necessary to fulfill its core mission -
providing emergency shelter to families fleeing domestic abuse. The Board should also
consider making difficult choices related to its current expenses in order to ensure that the
organization is able to meet its financial obligations.

7. Given the ongoing operating deficits experienced by the organization, the Board should
prioritize the services that it can provide and make efforts to manage “mission
creep” — the expansion of the organization’s mission beyond the original goals that were
set. The Board should consider partnering with other organizations on the same mission
that have dedicated funding and have proven positive outcomes of providing other
needed services for domestic violence victims, in order to ensure current available
funding is directed to its core mission.

8. The Family Crisis Center should ensure that its formal grievance process is clearly
documented in the “Safe Passage Emergency Shelter Resident and Communal
Living Guide” provided to clients during intake to ensure participants are aware of the
organization’s grievance process. Additionally, the means for tracking issues/concemns
and how those issues were resolved should also be clearly documented. Documented
procedures should be communicated to participants and incorporated into the Family

Crisis Center’s policies and procedures manual for employees responsible for providing
services to the target population.

9. The Department of Family Services (DFS) should ensure follow-up visits are clearly
documented in a written report to the FCC and ensure that copies of all reports are
maintained in the grant file. Site visit and subsequent follow up reports produced by
DEFS can be further enhanced by including dated photographs of the deficiencies noted.
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Additionally, if reported issues continue to remain unresolved DFS should consider more
forceful action, including more frequent site visits, communication to those in a position
to affect change for the organization, and/or withholding, delaying, or reducing grant
payments.

10. The Board of the FCC should periodically request copies of the site visit reports from
the Executive Director to ensure issues identified in the reports are brought to their

attention, adequate corrective action plans are developed, and timely resolution of
deficiencies noted occur.
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Schedule 1
Description FY 2016 FY 2017 (Aslz};z/g;?lS)
Income
Client Fees h 59,562 $ 71,047 % 37,157
Contributions - - 5,481
Federal Government 422 .658 487,704 250,099
State Government 30,854 - -
Foundation Income 21,730 8,532 -
Fund Raising 1,653 6,695 2,636
Local Government 340,000 406,281 189,162
Local Government - County Council Grants 50,000 110,000 158,630
Business/Individual Contributions 17,089 16,481 851
Interest Income 10 18 14
Miscellaneous Income 2,544 (6,917) 120
TOTAL INCOME $ 946,101 $1,099.842 §$ 644,150

Expenses
0913 Event $ = b 1,054 $ 18,797
5010 Advertising & Promotions 2,250 8,987 13,291
5020 Alarm Expense 10,838 7,616 3,627
5021 Security Service Expense 12,495 45,395 47,865
5040 Audit & Legal Fees 4,700 17,350 5,500
5070 Conferences 663 1,269 175
5080 Consultants 35433 19,798 10,135
5090 Depreciation Expense 68,144 66,559 N
5110 Employment BackgroundCheck 1,567 1,536 2,396
5115 Employee Testing 1,287 781 356
5150 Fund Raising Expense - - 2,999
5180 Hardware/Software 1,276 19,823 4,736
5190 Insurance 33,666 41,030 23,752
5210 Interest Line of Credit 5,376 7,495 2,016
5240 Licenses and Permits 1,099 - -
5250 Miscellaneous Exp. 1,716 7.743 319
5260 Meals 31 143 507
5261 Entertainment 1,771 8,741 450
5270 Office Expense 6,212 8,738 3,160
5280 Office Supplies 5,493 10,561 6,341
5291 Salaries 616,059 682,649 269,159
5290 Other Payroll Expenses 78,075 83,658 124,498
5330 Professional Fees 45,558 34,965 15,490
5340 Processing Fee 4 300 -
5350 Program- DFS School - 212 -
5390 Program- Shelter Exp. 57,649 68,083 25,013
5410 Recruiting 660 180 -
5420 Repairs & Maintenance 33,306 10,497 29,168
5431 Rent Expense 225 2,000 1,700
5460 Staff Appreciation - 2,741 58
5481 Property Taxes 897 4,316 2,965
5490 Telephone Expense 10,472 10,602 11,716
5500 Training/Seminar 861 5,292 350
5511 Client Rent Assistance 100 - a
5520 Trawvel (Local) 135 90 313
5521 Lodging - 763 -
5530 Travel Conferences 184 116 4,274
6120 Bank Service Charges 2.375 2,511 2,312
6160 Dues & Subscriptions 1,322 3,678 2,400
6170 5120Equipment Rental/l_ease 12,501 9,908 7,284
6300 Equipment Repairs & Maint. - 3,722 -
6770 Supplies 198 812 102
6780 Marketing 7,287 22 4,000
7001 Late Fees 1,402 1,021 385
Employee Reimbursement/Continued Educ. - 5 500
Staff Meeting - 1,494 719

TOTAL EXPENSES $1.063,288 $1,204,255 $ 648,827

Net Profit (Operating Deficit) $ (117,187) $ (104,413) % (4.677)

Source: Unaudited 2016, 2017, and 2018 (¥YTD) Profit and Loss Statements provided by FCC.
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Family Crisis Center Admin: 3017792100
O of Prince George's County, Ine Holline: 301-731-1203

Fax: 301-779-2104
5 2601 Taylor Street . )
Brentwood, MD 20722-1322 Websile: www.lcepg.org

Email; infe@familycrisiscenter-pgeo.org,

To: The County Council and County Executive of Prince George’s County, Maryland
From: Board of Directors, Family Crisis Center of Prince George’s County

Date: May 1, 2018

RE: Audit of Family Crisis Center of Prince George’s County, Inc

On behalf of the Family Crisis Center of Prince George’s County, Inc., (FCC) we sincerely
thank the Prince George’s County Office of Audits and Investigations for the due diligence
exhibited in conducting an audit of the organizations above named grant. FCC isin
agreement with the findings identified in the report. We submit for yvour approval the
following Audit Response based on the recommendations identified.

Recommendations 1, 3, 4, 5 & 10 - Internal Controls and the Control Environment

The Family Crisis Center has secured a contract with an external CPA firm, Donald L. Wooed
CPA & Associates (licensed in the State of Maryland) to assist the FCC in developing
appropriate internal control policies and procedures and provide third party oversight of the
accounting functions of the organization. The estimated contract initiation date is May 4,
2018. Within this contractual relationship, the CPA will be given access to the audit
decument in order to assist in developing the necessary protocols that will help move the
organizaticn forward. This firm will also be engaged to conduct a full review of 2015 — 2018
transactions for any additional improprieties requiring further investigative or legal
rESpPONSes.

The additional recommendations of the audit report, including segregation of duties, key
financial records, cash disbursements and receipts, will be addressed through the
implementation of the contractual agreement with the CPA firm. Staff will be appropriately
trained to implement the new policies and procedures.

Audits  The FY2016 audit is expected to be completed by May 4, 2018. A new audit firm
las been secured and will begin work on the FY 2017 audit on May 8, 2018. Results of both
audits will be provided to all funders as soon as it is available.

Payroll Advances — Previous payroll advances were made without the knowledge or
authority of the Board of Directors. On April 20, 2018 it voted unanimously to disallow the
practice. This will be addressed in the revised internal control policies and procedures.

Since 1981 “Breaking tle Cycle of Domestic Vielence”
NONPROHT In Partnership with DFS/DHCD/ DHR/DSS
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Family Crisis Center Admin: 3017792100
of Prince George's Counly, Inc. Holline: 301-731-1203
B Fax: 301-779-2104
3601 Taylor Street o )
Brentwood, MD 207221322 Websile: www.lccpgorg
Email: info@familycrisiscenter-pgeo.org,

Site Visit Reports — The Board of Directors will require the Executive Director provide
notification of site visits by funding agencies and copies of all site visit report as part of the
standing board agenda.

Recommendation 2, 6, & 7 - Organizational Structure and Core Mission

The audit identified several issues related to Board Capacity and the programmatic
components that were outside of the organization’s core mission. The current Board of the
FCC reviewed the findings in careful detail. The audit revealed a number of issues that
demonstrated the challenges the organization has had in finding appropriate executive
leadership and in providing necessary oversight of the executive. This reinforces information
that has been provided from our interim leadership team, Michele S. Williams, LLC. At this
time the current Board Members have determined that it does not contain the required skillset
and would have difficulty recruiting individuals with the needed skills to assist the FCC in
moving past its current state. It has also been examined and realized that a complete
restructure of program offerings of the organization will be difficult, as the FCC has
developed a reputation (per se) for the services historically offered. Therefore, the Board has
decided to pursue a full merger with Community Crisis Services, Inc. This organization has
expressed interest in this merger opportunity and currently has the capacity to absorb the
current mission of FCC.

Recommendation 8 — Formal Grievance Process

The Safe Passages Emergency Shelter Resident and Communal Living guide is in final
stages of revision and will clearly outline the program’s participant grievance process. The
interim leadership team has developed a tracking system for participant grievances and will
ensure that participants are informed of the grievance process in writing at the time of intake.
Additionally, the grievance procedures will be posted in all shelter common areas.

Again, we sincerely appreciate the efforts of the audit team and the support of the Prince
George’s County Council during this process. 1t is our goal to secure these critical services
for the residents of Prince George’s County are provided appropriately and responsibly well
into the future. For additional comments or questions, please contact Michele S. Williams,
Interim Executive Director via phone at 301-779-2100 or via email at

Michele. Williamsi@feepg.org.

Sincerely,

Charline Jacob Andrea E. Morris

Acting Board President Board Vice-President
. Since 1981 “Breaking the Cycle of Domestic Violence”
NONPROFIT In Partnership with DFS/DHCD/ DHR/DSS

O RO ANIZTATIONS
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THE PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY GOVERNMENT

Department of Family Services

MEMORANDUM

TO: David H. Van Dyke. County Auditor
Office of Audits and Investigations

Turkessa M. Green. Deputy County Auditor
Office of Audits and Investigations

THRU: Betty Hager Francis. Deputy Chief Administrative Officer
for Health, Human Services and Education

} s )
: b
FROM: Elana Belon-Butler. Director da; \&—-bf’b“ E mﬁfﬁ(‘;[/‘\\‘

Department of Family Services
DATE: May 2. 2018
RE: Office of Audits and Investigations — Family Crisis Center Audit Report

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Recommendation in the Family Crisis Center
Audit Report which relates to monitoring of that non-profit organization by the Department of
Family Services. Generally. the Department of Family Services is in agreement with the
recommendation noted, however. the Department is not Jegally authorized to withhold or reduce
grant payments under the current state law. The 2013 Maryland Code Family Law § 2-404 -
Fees for Licenses states “the clerk shall pay the proceeds from the additional fee to the Director
of Finance of the county. who shall distribute the proceeds to the Family Crisis Center of Prince
George's County each month™ '

Recommendation 9 — Follow-up visits are clearly documented.

Pursuant to A&I’s recommendation, the Department of Family Services (DFS) will ensure that
all follow-up monitoring visits are clearly documented in a written report which will be
distributed to the Family Crisis Center Executive Director and the Chair of the Family Crisis
Center Board. All monitoring reports. as well as follow-up monitoring reports, will be recorded
within a standard template that is retained in the Domestic Violence and Human Trafficking
division grant file. Additionally, the DFS grant monitor will include dated photographs of
deficiencies noted during monitoring site visits and follow up site visit reports. Should
deficiencies not be corrected within a mutually agreeable time frame. the department will request
to meet with the FCC Board Chair to ensure they are aware of the deficiencies and to provide a
corrective action plan.

le pil/section:

! hittps.//law justia.com/coges/maryiand/ 2013 art [ 404, )
Harrict Hunict B utlding — 6420 Allentown Road, C amp Springs, MD 20748
(301) 265-8401 (VOICE) = (301) 248-0716 (FAX) « 711 Maryland Relay Service




